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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responding to application papers filed 2/1 1/2002. 

2. Claims 1 - 11 are pending. Independent claim is 1. 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: " 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
states and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 4, 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Rothschild et al. (US Patent No. 6,678,703). 

Regarding Claim 1, Rothschild discloses a method of publishing an image (31) 
on an Internet page (30) associated with a manufacturer (29), a sales 
organization or a marketing organization for an image-providing appliance (23), 
having the following method steps: 

a) creating the image (31) with the image-providing appliance (23), the 
image-providing appliance (23) already being in the possession of a 
customer of the manufacturer (29), the sales organization or the marketing 
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organization for the image-providing appliance (23), (see Rothschild col. 8, 
lines 12-21; col. 20, lines 24-28: generate medical image) 

b) automatically assessing the image (31) by using at least one criterion 
stored on a computer (24) belonging to the image-providing appliance 
(23), (see Rothschild col. 14, lines 22-26: assess image utilizing pre-setup 
criteria) 

c) on the basis of the automatic assessment of the image (31 ), transmitting 
the image data associated with the image (31) to a computer (23) 
belonging to the manufacturer (29), the sales organization or the 
marketing organization for the image-providing appliance (23). (see 
Rothschild col. 14, lines 22-26: images (i.e. useful) about patient's health 
transmitted to local workstation) and 

d) publishing the image (31 ) on the Internet page (30). (see Rothschild col. 
21, lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56: image stored (i.e. uploaded) into 
database accessed by webhost (i.e. web server)) 

Regarding Claim 3, Rothschild discloses the method of publishing an image as 
claimed in claim 1, in which the appliance is a medical appliance (23). (see 
Rothschild col. 8, lines 12-16: medical imaging system (i.e. medical appliance)) 



Regarding Cialm 4, Rothschild discloses the method of publishing an image as 
claimed in claim 3, in which a criterion for the assessment of the image (31 ) is an 
illness and/or an injury of a person (21) examined with the medical appliance 
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(23). (see Rothschild coL 14, lines 22-26: image assessed (i.e. criterion) based 
on specific illness (i.e. Alzheimer's or other illness) or patient injury) 

Regarding Claim 11, Rothschild discloses the method of publishing an image 
as claimed in claims 3, in which the medical appliance is a computer tomograph, 
a lithotripter, a magnetic resonance appliance (23) or an X-ray appliance, (see 
Rothschild col. 9, lines 27-31: imaging apparatus is x-ray device, magnetic 
resonance) 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
Invention was made. 

6. Claims 2, 5, 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rothschild in view of Gupta (US Patent No. 6,370,480). 

Regarding Claim 2, Rothschild discloses an image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; 
col. 21, lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56) Rothschild does not specifically 
disclose a signal-to-noise criterion. However, Gupta discloses the method as 
claimed in claim 1 , in which a criterion for the assessment of the image (31 ) is 
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the signal-to-noise ratio of the image (31). (see Gupta col. 3, lines 18-20; col. 11, 
lines 12-19: signal-to-noise ratio criterion utilized in image analysis) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to analyze an image utilizing a signal- 
to-noise ratio criterion as taught by Gupta. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
be motivated to employ Gupta in order to efficiently assess performance of an 
image processing system generating an index ranking, (see Gupta col. 1, lines 
11-14:"... testing the resolution capabilities of such imaging machines ... 
returning a set of indices indicating the condition of the imaging machine ... " ; 
col. 2, lines 58-61 : " ... indicate to the user ... individual and collective image 
quality indices . . . current image test results compare with the above-defined 
"gold standard" image ...") 

Regarding Claim 5, Rothschild discloses an image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; 
col. 21 , lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56) Rothschild does not specifically 
disclose a basic criteria for image analysis. However, Gupta discloses the 
method as claimed in claims 1 , in which the manufacturer (29), the sales 
organization or the marketing organization defines the criterion or the criteria for 
the assessment of the image (31). (see Rothschild col. 3, lines 49-53; col. 3, lines 
57-61: "gold standard" criterion (i.e. commercially or manufacturer available 
criterion) is basic ranking for optimum image) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to utilize a defined base level criteria 
utilized to generate a ranking in image analysis as taught by Gupta. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to employ Gupta in order to efficiently 
assess the performance of an image processing systems utilizing an index 
ranking, (see Gupta col. 1, lines 11 -14; col. 2, lines 58-61) 

Regarding Claim 7, Rothschild discloses an image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; 
col. 21, lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56: process an image (i.e. assessing and 
publishing an image)) Rothschild does not specifically disclose ranking images 
based on assessment criteria. However, Gupta discloses the method as 
claimed in claims 1, in which the manufacturer (29), the sales organization or the 
marketing organization defines a ranking of images (31). (see Gupta col. 3, lines 
8-15; col. 3, lines 57-61: an index (i.e. ranking) generated from image analysis 
and base level ranking) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to utilize criteria and quantitative 
analysis (i.e. evaluate and produce numerical value) to generate a ranking in 
image analysis as taught by Gupta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Gupta in order to efficiently assess the performance of an 
image processing systems utilizing an index ranking, (see Gupta col. 1 , lines 1 1- 
14; col. 2. lines 58-61) 
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Regarding Claim 8, Rothschild discloses an Image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; 
col. 21, lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56) Rothschild does not disclose an 
individual assessment of an image. However, Gupta discloses the method as 
claimed in claims 1, in which persons (40) viewing the Image (31) can assess the 
image (31 ) individually, (see Gupta col. 3. lines 18-20; col. 3, lines 37-40: 
individual user assessment of image generated) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to enable individual user to analyze an 
image as taught by Gupta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
employ Gupta in order to efficiently assess the performance of an image 
processing systems utilizing an index ranking, (see Gupta col. 1, lines 1 1-14; 
col. 2, lines 58-61) 

Regarding Claim 9, Rothschild discloses an image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; 
col. 21 lines 9-1 2; col. 18, lines 53-56) Rothschild does not specifically disclose 
ranking images based on an individual assessment of image. However, Gupta 
discloses the method of publishing an image as claimed in claim 8, in which the 
ranking of the images (31) is carried out by means of an individual assessment 
by the persons (40). (see Gupta col. 3, lines 8-15; col. 3, lines 37-40: image 
ranking based on an individual image analysis) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to modify Rothschild to utilize criteria and quantitative 
analysis (i.e. evaluate and produce numerical value) to generate a ranking in 
image analysis as taught by Gupta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Gupta in order to efficiently assess the performance of an 
image processing systems utilizing an index ranking, (see Gupta col. 1 , lines 11- 
14; col. 2, lines 58-61) 

Regarding Claim 10. Rothschild discloses an image processing system with the 
capability to assess and publish an image, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21 ; 
col. 21, lines 9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56) However, Gupta discloses the method of 
publishing an image as claimed in claims 7, in which there are various rankings 
for images (31 ).of various diseases, injuries or patient groups, (see Gupta col. 3, 
lines 8-15: an index (i.e. ranking) generated from image analysis) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to utilize criteria and quantitative 
analysis (i.e. evaluate and produce a numerical value) generating a ranking in 
image analysis as taught by Gupta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Gupta in order to efficiently assess the performance of an 
image processing systems utilizing an index ranking, (see Gupta col. 1, lines 1 1- 
14; col. 2, lines 58-61) 

7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rothschild in view of Kelley et al. (US PGPUB No. 22020082864). 
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Regarding Claim 6, Rothschild discloses an imaging management system with 
image publishing capabilities, (see Rothschild col. 8, lines 17-21; col. 21, lines 
9-12; col. 18, lines 53-56) Rothschild does not specifically disclose updating 
assessment criteria using the Internet (i.e. network interface). However, Kelley 
discloses the method as claimed in claims 1, in which the criterion or the criteria 
for assessing the image (31 ) can be updated via the Internet, (see Kelley 
paragraph [001 1], lines 6-9; paragraph [0006], lines 4-8: update information for 
performance analysis transmitted over networl< interface (i.e. Internet)) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rothschild to update assessment criteria using a 
network interface (i.e. Internet) as taught by Kelley. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would be motivated to employ Kelley in order to enable an efficient and 
interactive exchange of information for a image processing system, (see Kelley 
paragraph [0008], lines 5-10: "... a need for a productivity analysis system 
allowing interactive exchange of information, such as client data, between a 
remote client interface and the productivity analysis system via a network . . . 
client data may include operating data ... '0 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Kyung H Shin whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3920. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 am - 7 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned Is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more Infomiatlon about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Kyung H Shin 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 

KHS 

Apr. 3, 2005 
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